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inspections without a search warrant or its equivalent.s that
decision has been regarded as upholding inspections which
satisfy probable cause requirements.s Also, the Supreme
Court’s decision has been interpreted as not precluding the
Secretary of Labor from applying for search warrants ex par-
te, and searches conducted pursuant to such warrants have
een held not violative of the EourtheAsrremd a
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While corporate claims for protection based on constitution-
al guarantees have been recognized in a number of issues, the
corporate identity, that of an artificial being created for the
management and creation of capital, has been held determina-
tive in denying corporations certai stitutional rights eso
urely personal guarantees are unavailable to corporations
and other organizations where the historic function of the
guarantee has been limited to the protection of the individual.
*® Whether a particular guarantee is purely personal or is
unavailable to corporations for some other reason depends
upon the nature, history, and purpose of the particular consti-
tutional provision which is being asserted by the organization.
6.70
A corporation has no Fifth Amendment privilege against
self-incrimination, nor does an individual acting in his official
capacity as an agent or officer thereof'’ But a corporation is
entitled to the Fifth Amendment's protection against taking
of property, and this protection has been apphed to prevent
the disclosure of trade-secret research data in the possession
of government agencies.” '

The contention has been litigated and rejected that limita-
tions on corporations in venue statutes different from those
imposed on individuals violate the equal protection clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment.* A corporation's constitutional
rights are not violated by a statute which distinguishes be-
tween a corporation's ability to make an appearance in an
action without an attorney and an individual's right to appear
pro se. The distinction is said to be Justified because a corpora-
tion, unlike a natural person, cannot act in its own behalf. but
must always act through an agent.® Accordingly, such a dis-
tinction has been held not to constitute a denial of equal pro-
tection, because natural persons and corporations are not sim-
ilarly situated,” nor a denial of due process, since it does not
involve the deprivation of any substantial rights.» Similarly,
it has been held that corporations are not denied fundamental
rights when they are prevented from voting in an annexation
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